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REPLY BRIEF 

Dear Sirs: 



In response to the Examiner's Answer of June 11, 2008, the following remarks 
are made. 

The Examiner has labored mightily against this invention. It is noted tliat a 
Notice of Appeal was filed in September 2003, again in November of 2004, and again in 
March 2006, and finally January 2008. 



There are no new grounds of rejection in this Examiner's Answer. 



In the Examiner's Answer, page 3, the Examiner rejects all the claims as being 
unpatentable over Stark in view of Parker and Sherrill et al. On page 8, the Examiner 
rejects all claims as being unpatentable over Parker in view of Stark, Terrasse, and 
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Sherrill et al. The Examiner has had difficulty witli the invention and has stretched the 
teachings and suggestions of the prior art in order to attempt to meet the Umitations of the 
present invention. Some of tlie "stretching" statements are set forth below. 

(1) As stated ui die Appeal Brief, Stark discloses printing on fabrics out of register to 
create a visual and aesUaetically pleasing textile product. In describing tlie prior 
art. Stark discloses that it is known in tlie art to print fabrics in registry. Stark 
does not state that printing on fabrics in registry is aestlietically and visually 
pleasing. The Examiner, however, makes tliis argument frequently in all grounds 
of rejections. 

(2) On page 4 of the Examiner's Answer, die Examiner characterizes Parker as 
having a first color yam to form the background of die design and a second color 
to form tlie image of die design. Parker does not disclose tlie word image. Parker 
discloses tliat you can form "a stripe or stripes" and in another embodiment "cross 
borders." These certamly are not images in the sense of what is disclosed by 
Stark, for example, or the present invention. Furtliermore, the Examiner states 
tliat Parker discloses "otlier designs." Otlier than the stripe or stripes and cross 
borders, Parker discloses no other designs. In essence, Parker merely states Uiat if 
you have stripes or cross borders, you can use two colors and have tlie reverse 
color on the opposite side. 

(3) The Examiner admits that Stark and Parker do not teach die fabric has a pattern 
with a central region and border. The Examiner then relies at tlie bottom of page 
5 of the Examiner's Answer on die case of /;j re Seid. The Examiner states diat 
die printed matter is not functionally related to die substrate. Therefore, die 
Examiner concludes diat tlie limitation of a central area and a border is not a 
limitation entided to patentable weight. Clearly, claim 21 includes functional 
language. One example of functional language is "said border on said one side is 
capable of masking said graphic impression that may overlap onto said border 
from said central area on said one side." This is clearly ftinctional language. This 
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clearly positions tlie border to be on tlie outside the central area. Another 
example of functional language in claim 21 is "said central area on said second 
side is capable of masking any potential bleed through of said graphic impression 
from said central area of said one side." 

(4) The Examiner attempts to make light of this entire portion of claim 21 by 
concluding that "the contrasting color regions adjacent and on the opposite side of 
the fabric would inlierently be capable of masking printing which is a similar 
color" (Appellant's emphasis). The Examiner assumes tliat the printing would be 
in a similar color. This Is not a limitation in claim 21. Perhaps tlie color of tlie 
central area on the reverse side of the fabric would mask a similar color, but what 
about all other colors in tlie universe that are not similar? Claim 21 Is not limited 
to masking a color "which is a similar color" It masks all colors. 

(5) In the lower portion of page 6 of the Examiner's Answer, tlie Examiner comes to 
the conclusion tliat "since Stark and Parker both suggest that various known 
weave patterns and prmt pattems can be used to produce a finished printed fabric, 
it would be obvious to one skilled in die art to choose a print pattern with border 
regions and an open central area for designs to provide a large central area to 
place the printed pattern and create an aestlietically pleasing appearance in the 
finished fabric." This is without a teaching suggestion or disclosure by eitlier 
Stark or Parker et al. Wliere in Stark or Parker et al. is a border mentioned? 
Where in Stark or Parker et al. is an open central area for designs set forth? 
Where is there a disclosure in Stark and Parker et al. that states that such a pattern 
would create "an aesthetically pleasing appearance?" The only mention of an 
aesthetically pleashig appearance is in Stark, and that only relates to "an out of 
register pattern on the surface of tlie fabric as set forth in column 1, lines 50-55. 
The Examiner is taking great liberties with the teachings of Stark and Parker et al. 
and is stretching the teachings of these references in an attempt to meet the 
limitations of claim 21. 
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(6) Claim 21 also calls for shearing the first side to a height of about 75% to 95% of 
the height of the other side and looming that side. For this limitation, the 
Examiner relies on Sherrill et al. Sherrill teaches sharing and blooming on one 
side of a textile product. Sherrill does not teach which side should be sheared and 
bloomed and furthermore, Sherrill does not teach tliat shearing which is 75% to 
95% of tlie height of the pile. 

(7) At the middle of page 7 of the Examiner's Answer, tlte Examiner states, "furtlier, 
tlie prior art references also disclose tliat the patterns which can be used to 
produce the towel design are virtually unlimited, What prior art references? 
Stark, Parker, Sherrill et al, and Terrasse are die only four references mentioned 
or employed m tliis appeal. What references disclose virtually unlimited patterns, 
which can be used to produce the towel designs? Obviously, the Examiner is 
agaui stretching Stark, Parker et al., Terrasse, and Sherrill et al. to meet tlie 
limitations of claim 21, 

(8) In the lower portion of page 7 of tlie Examuier's Answer, die Exammer states that 
Sherrill et al. has "a border region surrounding a center area witli a design or 
graphic." However, this is not tlie limitation in claim 21. Claim 21 clearly calls 
for a border "adjacent each edge of said towel." The border disclosed in Sherrill 
et al. is not adjacent each edge of tlie towel. In fact, none of tliese references 
discloses a border adjacent die edge of tiie towel. This is contrary to die 
conclusion diat the Examiner draws near the bottom of page 7 of the Examiner's 
Answer when die Examiner states, "as shown in Figure 1 (of Sherrill et al.), die 
towel is produced widi die border design on all four edges." This is simply not 
correct. 

(9) On page 8 of die Examiner's Answer, the Examiner discusses die second rejection 
of Parker et al. m view of Stark, Terrasse, and Sherrill et al. Just a few Imes 
further, the Examiner states diat "furdier, Parker et al. teach that the pattem can be 
woven to have contrasting color borders." Parker et al. teach a stripe or stripes 
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which can be reversed on die opposite side with respect to the colors. Parker does 
not teach contrasting color borders. None of the references teaches this feature. 

(10) The Examiner notes tliat Stark teaches printed designs, which are "in or out of 
registry" that produce finished products "which are aestlietically attractive to the 
consumer." Again, Stark does not teach that in registry designs are aesthetically 
attractive to the consumer. Then the Examiner concludes that Stark would teach 
one skilled in the art to use a printed design on Parker et al Because Parker only 
teaches a stripe or stripes and in another embodiment of tlie invention cross 
borders, would one skilled in die art use a print to out-register a stripe or stripes or 
out-register a cross border? It is unclear in die Examiner's rejection how Stark 
would modify Parker. In die bottom half of page 8 of die Exammer's answer, die 
Examiner admits that Stark and Parker do not teach specific design patterns such 
as a towel having borders at each edge and a central area (contrast diis to die 
Examiner's statement regarding die first rejection of Stark in view of Parker and 
SherriU). 

(11) The Examiner relies on Terrasse for a true jacquard woven disclosure. However, 
it is noted diat Terrasse doesn't teach a border as called for by the present 
invention in diat die border of Terrasse et al is a much more complicated design 
and is actually made up of multiple stripes near each edge of die texdle. 
However, atop page 9, die Examiner concludes, widi die teaching of Terrasse, one 
skilled in die art can create "all types of borders formed by usmg two different 
colored yams to produce various combinations." The Examiner refers to column 
4, lines 1-13 of Terrasse et al. However, Terrasse et al. do not teach diat all types 
of borders may be formed. Again, die Examiner must stretch die teachings of 
Terrasse in order to meet the limitations of claim 1 . 

In die response to arguments section atop page 11 of die Examiner's Answer, the 
Examiner discusses applicant's disclosure concerning laiown prior art. While the 
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Examiner's rejections that reUes on Appellant's disclosure. 
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In summary, die Appeal Brief sets fortli the issues to be decided, in clear and 
concise terms. The Board is asked, once again, to affirm patentability of this invention. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Date: August U, 2008 /Gregory N. Clements/ 

Gregory N. Clements 
Registration No. 30,713 
Attorney for Appellant(s) 



Clements I Bernard I Miller 
1901 Roxborough Road, Suite 300 
Charlotte, North Carolina 28211 USA 
Telephone: 704.790.3600 
Facsimile: 704.366.9744 
gclements @ worldpatents .com 
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